was unintentional,   the degree of  negligence was considered as
low  (Tr.   94-95).     I  agree,  and adopt this as my conclusion
with  respect  to this  violation.

Gravity

I conclude and find that all of the citations which have
been affirmed in these proceedings were serious.  The
unguarded belt was in an area where miners congregated and
where a _ roadway passed under the belt and it presented a
hazard in that someone could have inadvertently come in con-
tact with the unguarded belt pinch points.

The loose coal and float coal dust accumulations viola-
tions presented a fire and explosion hazard. None of the
cited accumulations had been cleaned up and the inspectors
observed no indication as to any cleanup efforts by the
respondent.  Although one citation (2507206) concerned accumu-
lations in a neutral return where active mining was not tak-
ing place, the remaining three citations (2508627, 2507611,
2507612) concerned rather extensive accumulations of loose
coal and coal dust, some of which was in contact and turning
in belt rollers, and ignition sources such as a cable and
belt headers were present.  Although the evidence indicated
that one location was wet and that other locations were prop-
erly rockdusted, the fact remains that all of the cited accum-
ulations presented a fire hazard.  In the event of a fire or
ignition, the accumulations presented a real potential for
fueling a fire or contributing to its severity.

The unguarded high voltage cable violations were at loca-
tions where men or equipment passed under them, and presented
a hazard in that miners could contact the cables and equip-
ment could have damaged the cable.  In one instance, the evi-
dence indicated that one of the cable guards had apparently
been knocked off by a piece of equipment.  In another, the
cable was lying on the floor at several locations.  Although
the respondent established that its high voltage cables are
protected by short circuit monitoring devices and are of a
high quality, the fact remains that the failure to guard the
cable exposed it to potential damage or contact by miners.
The purpose of the guard is to prevent these occurrences, and
in the event of cable failure or an inoperative monitoring
device, miners would be exposed to a hazard.

The permissibility violation concerning the L23 loader
presented a potential shock hazard to anyone contacting the
uninsulated and cut headlight wire, and the loose packing
gland presented a hazard in that it did not serve the purpose
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ned that  by requiring  the respon-
